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H E AIN'T HEAVY

L. Ara Norwood

isto rically, Mormons and evangelica ls have ofte n talked pa st
each other. even on the rare occasions when they were actually
trying to listen to one another. All that started to change with Craig L.
Blomberg and Stephen E. Robinson's book How Wide th e Divide? A
Mormot' and atl Eva ngelical itl Conversation. 1 With this volume, the
first of what I hope will he ma ny publ ications of a sim ilar tenor,

H

Blo mberg and Robinson (eva ngelical and LOS scholars, respectively)
have demonstrated for the rest of us that it is possible to have a mature, hard -hitting, engaging, rigorolls conversation that radiates much
more light than heat. The second number of the 1999 FARMS Review
of Books featured reviews of How Wide the Divide? including a lengthy
essay by evangelical scholars Paul Owen and Carl Mosser. both responsible cri tics. 2
As always.' am grateful to friends and colleagues who have taken time to read an
early draft of this review ess~y and make suggestions and comments, including Ross
Baron, Alan Goff, Robert F. Smith, Kevin Barney, an d Hermann Buenning. Of course.
none of these gentleme n bea rs the bla me for any errors that may be found in this published version. I alone am responsible for any deficiencies that remai n.
I. Craig L Blombag and Stephen E. Robinson. How Wide the Divide? A MormOlr
and an Eyangelical ill Conversatio,r (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 1997).
2. Pa ul L.. Owen and Carl A. Mosser, review of How Wide the Div ide? by Craig L.
Blomberg and Stephen E. Robinson, FARMS Review of Rooks II I 2 (1999): 1- 102.

Review of James R. White. [s the Mormon My Brother? Minneapolis:
Bethany House, 1997.256 pp., with appendix, subject index. $10.99.
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Of course. not everyone is pleased with such developments in
Mormon-evangelical relations. Evangelicals have published a number
of books and articles denouncing the Blomberg-Robinson effort. The
first number of the 2000 FARMS Review of Books featured detaiJed
reviews of one of these books. 3 This review essay responds to another.
James R. White. in Is the Mormon My Brother? has opted to end the
dialogue started by Blomberg and Robinson. However. his flawed understanding of the doctrine of the Latter-day Saints leaves him without the authority to do so.
After laying ou! the structure of White's book, I will mention some
of the problems with the book (both large and small). I will then respond to White's central arguments that Mormons worship a different God and that they are guilty of polytheism. idol worship, and a
misplaced belief in the doctrine of theosis.4 Finally. I will examine
some of the implications of White's decision to end further dialogue
between evangelicals and Mormons.
Contents of White's Book
The book contains twelve chapters, an appendix. twenty-six pages
of endnotes, and a two-page subject index. The title of the opening
chapter-"What Is a Mormon?"-is misleading because the chapter
never attempts to address that question. Instead White uses this chapter to try to demonstrate that Mormonism is not a part of "Christianity" as he understands things. In a colloquial style, White points
out that the Mormons his own ch ildren prefer to associate with are
viewed by other people (presumably other Christians) as moral, trust worthy, studious. obedient to teachers, and "unwilling to engage in
the wild behavior" in which many non-Mormon students participate
(p. 16). However. White also explains that many other (unnamed)
Christians see these same virtuous Mormons as being part of a "devilinspired cult," as "polygamous cultists." as "out to destroy the souls of
anyone unwary enough to be caught in their clutches," and as "the
3. See the .seven reviews of The Counterfeil Gospel of Mormonism in FARMS Review

ofBooh 12J I (2000): 137-353.
4. This doctrine is perhaps more appropriately called apotheosis.
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very embodiment of evil itself" (p. 17). White wants to separate himsel f from these fe llow Christian cult-watchers and take a fresh, seemingly unbiased, look a t the Mormo ns to decide once and for all
whether Mormonism falls within the pale of Ch ristianity.
Chapter 2, "What Do Mormons Believe?" is perhaps the most interesting chapte r of the ent ire book. Here we learn something of White's
assessment of LOS so urces for doct rine. Alt hough he betrays no
knowledge of some of the more important publications on this topic,S
he docs lead the reader in a reasonably va lid d iscussion of the d istinctions be tween the sta ndard works and the livi ng prophets and
apostles as sources of autho rity. I was particula rly impressed with the
model he designed that del ineates four levels (in descending order of
clout) of LOS doctr inal sources of au tho rity. White's levels include:
(1) the standard works and the living p rophet; (2) Jose ph Smith,
sta tements by the First Presidency, and the doct rines revealed in the
temple ce remon ies; (3) books published under the authority of the
f irst Presidency 6 as well as statements made by General Authorities
during general conference; and (4) other published statements of General Aut horities. White also includes the Encyclopedia of Mormonism
in this tier although it is not a publication by LOS General Authorities.
After inserting a brief, five -page sum mary of his views on monotheism (cha pter 3, "Ch ristian Ort hodoxy"), White presents fou r
chapters (covering seventy-five pages----almost 40 pe rcent of the text
proper) documenting from LDS sources what he concisely states in
one paragraph in his summa ry:
Official Mormon teaching is clear.1 God and ma n are of
the same spec ies. The difference between them is a matter of
5. $«, for txample, J. Reuben Clark Jr., ~When Are the Writings or &rmons of Chur,h
Leaders En titled to the Claim of Scripture?·' 3 speech delivered at BYU on 7 July 1954 and
refe renced in 3 number of lDS publications. I am indebted to Hermann Buenning, who directs the LOS Institute of Religion at UCLA, for reminding me of this source.
6. Such as the Mekhizedek Priesthood study guides or various student ma nuals for
religion classes taught at BYU and elsewhere.
7. Earlier. White had suggested that LOS doctrine was anything bu t d ear: ~As surprising as it might be, ... it is not as easy to answer It he question of what Mormons believe] as one might suppose" (p. 18).
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exaltation and progression over aeons of time. God was once
a man , a mortal, just as we are. He lived on another planet in
a condition very similar to ours, and gained exaltation on the
sa me pri nciples th at are mad e available to men today. T he
worthy Mormon man who is sealed fo r time and ete rnit y to
his wife in the LOS Temple and who continues faithful to the
end in obedience to gospel ordinances and principles, will be
exalted. in due time. to the status of a god. He will have "eternal increase;' beget spirit children, and be worshi ped as a god
and creator of other worlds.s I n those wo rlds he will raise up
his sp irit child re n so that they, too, mi ght become exalted.
This is the etern al law of progression, the concept of exalta tion to godhood, and as we have seen over and over aga in. in
Mormon ism this is the gospel. T hat this is the LOS teaching
cannot possibly be doubted. (p. 124)
On the basis of this pro nou nce ment, White tries to answer the
question of whether the Mormons can be thought of as "brothers" to
oth er Ch ristians. So in chapter 8, titled "The God Christ ians Worship," White spends twenty-e ight pages writi ng what sou nds like a
sermon denoun ci ng LDS beliefs about God. All the usual proof texts
afe there: Deuteronomy 6:4 and Isaiah 43: lO; 44:6-8; 45:5-7, 21-22;
46:9-10. All are used to show there is onl y o ne God and that Mor mons are there fo re wrong fo r acknow ledg ing mo re than one God.
Present also is the oft -q uoted Deutero nomy 13: 1-5, wa rni ng against
false prophets (e.g., Joseph Smith). Of course, White turns to John 4:24
in an attempt to show that God is not corpo real and to Jeremiah 23:24
and 2 Ch ronicles 6: 18 to demo nstrate that God is omniprese nt and
8. Although this summary is largely correct, Whi te slips in the idea that Mormons
believe they will be woriliiped in their exalted state, He does th is, not through the explicit
L.DS teachings from which he quotes, but through inference. Of the approYimateiy 123
LOS sources he quotes when sur veying the Mormon doctrine of God (see chaps. 4-7),
not one makes any di rect mention of La tter-day Saints being potential Objects of worship.
Indeed, in my own considerable experience in trying to unde rstand normative LOS
thought on these matters, I have never known any me mber of the church to enten ain any
expectation of being an object of worship in the eternities ahead. Thus his claims of fa irly
presenting the LOS position (see pp. Ig, 19, 39, and 40) should perhaps be reassessed.

WHITE, [5

'I'I/ E MORMON My BROTHER? (NORWOOD) •

137

the refore lacking an anth ropomo rphic form. White also incl udes
I Timo thy 6: 16 to show th at God cannot be seen (and, there fore, that
Joseph Smith did not see God). And finally, Wh ite uses Psalm 90:2 to
in dicate that God is everlasting and therefore never had a begin ning.
Chapter 9, "Answers to Commo nly Cited Passages," follows; it appea rs to be a hast ily written polemic, an attempt to counter what the
author supposes are typical Latter-day Sa in t clai ms based on the scriptures. White attempts to refu te LOS arguments based on John 10:30-36
(where Jesus quotes Psalm 82:6 to the effecl lhat "ye are gods"). White
also tries to downplay the implications of Acts 7:55-56, in wh ich
Stephe n sees t\vo pe rsonages in the Godhead, and attacks LOS in terpreta tions of Acts 17:28-29 and Hebrews 12:9, both used to support
the beliefs tha t we are the offspring of God and that God is the father
of our spiri ts. Finally, he grants some atten tion to Latter- day Sa int
use of Romans 8: 1S-19; 2 Peter I:3-4; and Revelation 3:21 (often cited
in support of the LOS belief in apotheos is).
In chapter 10, "The Divide Is Very Wide," White briefly explains
why the Mormon is not his brother (nor the brother of any true Christia n). In chapter I I, " How Wide the Div ide?" he continues to criticize
LOS scholar Stephen Robinson and his and Blomberg's book bea ring
that same title. 9 In chapter 12. "A Mormon Doct rine, or Mere Speculat ion?" Wh ite trea ts LOS views on the conception of Jesus,IO a theme
quite out of place in a book that claims to focus on one issue alone: Is
Mormonism monotheistic or polytheislic?11 The appendix, "Theosis-Becoming a God?" represents an attempt to nullify Latter-day Saint use
9. This critique actua lly started earlier in chapter 9 (sec pp. 159-61).
10. While wou ld have done well to consult the words of President Harold B. Lee on
this matter: ~Tn(hers should not speculate on the manner of Christ's birth. We are very
much concerned that some of our church teachers seem to be obsessed [withllhe idea of
teaching doctrine which cannot be substantiated and making comments beyond what the
Lord has actually said. You asked about ... the birth of the Savior. Never have I ta lked
about sexual intercourse between Deity and the mother of the Savior.... Remember that
Ihe being who was brought about by [Mary'sl conception was a divine ~ rsonage. We
need not question His me thod 10 accomplish His purposes." The Tetlcilil1gs of Harold B.
Lee, ed. Clyde J. Williams (Salt Lake Cily: Bookcraft, 1996), 13- 14.
11. Whi te commits himself to his singula r focus when he writes as follows: ~ Chris
tianity is un abashe dl y monotheistic .... What of Mormonism! ... This is the issue that
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of the patristic writers, who taught some form of the doctrine of deification . White attempts to show that the early church fath ers did not
sha re the LDS belief that God the Father once experien ced mortality.
Problems in White's Book
Of the numerous defects of thi s book (some serious and some
less significant), here are a few that jumped out at me:
• Occas ionally, White slips into hyperbole that may not be helpful to readers trying to understand Mormonism. For insta nce, he
writes, "you will find as many differen t vers ions of Mormonism as
you wiu find Mormons" (p. 24). One hopes that his more naive read ers won't infer from this that there are actually seve ral million versions of Mormonism.
· I also found it a bit curious that White, when criticizing ideas
found in the book How Wide the Divide? mentions only Robinson,
even when Blomberg and Robinson coauthored a given passage in
that book. For instance, after quoting Blomberg and Robinson's ";ointconclusion" on the matter of the Trinity, White responds: "The main
er ror made by Robinso n in the above sta tements is this ..." (p. 44 ).
Perhaps White withholds criticism from those he considers his "brothers" regarilless of how much he disagrees with them.
• White places his worldview within strictures that invariably
lead to inconsistencies. For instance, he paints himself into a corner
with these comments: "Truth is truth no matter when it is given.
When God reveals truth 'X' about His nature and attributes, 'X' will
not become 'false' tomorrow" (p. 41 ). All one must do here is remind
White that the preincarnate Christ had no body of fle sh and bones,
while the resurrected Christ had both.1 2

we will focus upon in che rest of chis work, for it is the most fundamental issue we ean address.... 10 allow for the grt'a test clarity, ... we will look only to the doctrine of God ~ (p. 22).
L2. Nor will it suffice for White to reply that the Savior's change from noncorporeali!y
to corporeali ty was really not a change since it was all part of a predetermined pla.n. That
rationale applies just as wdlto the accusa tions \Vhite would levy at the Latter-day Sainu.
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• In one of his many criti cisms of Stephen Robi nso n, White uses
faulty logic and ambiguous language. Robinson takes Genesis 1:26-in which God is sa id to have created Adam "in our image, according
to our likeness"- li terally and po ints out that most ot her Chri stians
view the passage fi gu ratively. A lite ral understanding of the passage
suggests God has a physical image. White tries to refute this interpretation by quot ing from a systemat ic th eology by Protestant Bible
scholar Wayne Grudem. But after scrutin izing Grudem's quotat ion, I
remain unpersuaded that Whi te made his case. White cont inues (with
my comments in brackets):
Man is the image bea rer of God, but we have already seen
that the God who makes man is not a man but is sp irit.
[Wh ite is not clea r here; why would a dichotomy ben",een
"man" (as in male, not mortal) and "sp irit" (as in spiritual) exist? Latter-day Sa ints do not maintain that God is a "man"
except in the sense of possessing male, as opposed to female,
gender. ] Furthermore, whatever the image of God is [so White
isn't certain hi msel f, but he's just ce rtain that God's image
can not be whatever the Mormons believe it isl, it separa tes
man from the rest of crea tion, for only ma n has this image.
[Exactly! So why cannot that image involve physical characteristics? White gives us no cogent reason.] An ape has a physical image [no argument here; so does an aa rdvark. as does a
stag beetle] but not the image of God. [Correct. No Latterday Sa int cl aim s apes arc created in the image of God. But
scr iptu re affirms man is so created. J So the idea that the image has to do with corporeality, he nce making God an exalted man, is without basis in the Genes is passage. (p. lS I,
emphasis in original)
Yet Robinson never mentions co rporea lity in his argument (although he surely believes God the Father is co rporeal). Robinson
merely points out that the Genesis passage can reasonably be understood to mean that God has a physical image. White's countera rgument does nothing to diffuse Robinson's poin t; White also ignores
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Genesis 5:3. which applies the same Hebrew term for image to hu~
man reproduction (d. Acts 14: 11 ).13
• On this same topic. White acknowledges that. for Latter~day
Saints. a physical image does not necessarily mean a corporeal image
of flesh and bones. White writes. "Smith plainly indicates that this is
the Father speaking to the Son. However, at this point in time the
Son did not have a physical body.... Hence, to get around this. the
Mormon must say that the spirit body has a physical image as well.
and it is this image that is meant. But as soon as it is admitted that the
physical image could trot be the focus of these words, the issue becomes
moot" (p. 152, emphasis added). Yet one would be justified in asking.
When have Mormons admitted that the focus of the words in Gene~
sis 1:26 cou ld not involve a physical image? We have made no such
admission, contrary to White's assertion. And the problems are co m~
pounded by White, who muddles the terms physical and corporeal in
this argument; he acknowledges that Mormons see a potent ial dis~
tinction between the two terms, but he then proceeds to use the terms
synonymously. thus compromising clarity. The seemingly circular
reasoning of his argument causes it to lose much of its impact.
• Equally vague is White's analysis of Stephen's theophany in Acts
7. One problem with White's attempts to thwart an LDS interpreta ~
tion of Acts 7:55-56 is that White distinguishes between the theologi~
ca l terms person and being as they relate to Deity: "This passage is
often used by LDS to prove that God and Jesus are two separate be ~
iogs .... or course, Christians believe that God the Father is a differ·
ent Person than the Son .... But what of the idea that here you have
two sepa rate beings, two separate gods?n (p. 158, emphasis in origi.
nal). If White is so astute an observe r of the Church of Jesus Christ
and its members, he should know that the average Mormon does not
make a distinction between person and being. Mormons don't gener13. Highly qualified Old Testament scholars have interpreted Genesis 1:26--27 in vari·
ous ways, and Robinson's views parallel a number of them. For a thorough discussion and
survey, see Claus Westermann, Gentsis 1-11: A Commentary. trans. Joh n J. Scullion
(Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1984), 142-60. Gerhard von Rad, Gelltsis: A Commtll rtlry, rev.
ed. (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1972), 57-6 1, 70-71, also supports Robinson's under·
standing of Genesis 1:26-27.
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ally use those terms with their metaphysical baggage the way evangelica l scholars tend to do. Mormons believe that this passage merely
teaches tha t Stephe n saw both the Fathe r and the Son.
A second problem here is the fact that Whi te att ributes to Mormons the bel ief that the Father and the Son. as seen by Stephen in Acts
7, should properly be called "gods" wi th a lowercase g. Yet Mo rmons
neve r refer to the Fathe r or the Son as "gods." Knowingly or unknowingly, Wh ite is ascribing beliefs to the Mormons they do not hold. '4
Thi rd, White repeats the commo n, rudimentary m istake wit h
this passage that many anti-Mormons make: "Stephen does not say
that he saw two gods. He saw the glory of God and Jesus standing on
the right hand of God . Stephen d id no t sec God the Father, he saw
the Son" (pp. 158-59, emphasis in original). This statement bet rays a
careless read ing of the biblical text, which itse lf co ntai ns three key
phrases in verses 55 and 56 describ in g what Stephen saw. The fi rst
phrase (in v. 55) indeed indicates that Stephen saw the glory of God,
meaning the glory of God the Father. The second phrase (also in v. 55)
indicates that Stephe n saw Jesus standing on the right hand of God
the Father. Note that the text does not indicate that Stephen saw Jesus
standing on the right ha nd of the glory of God the Father (wh ich
seems to be James Wh ite's read ing of the text-a good case of eisegesis). In the thi rd phrase (in v. 56), Stephen claims to sec the actual
person of the Son of Man (i.e., Jesus Chr ist) stand ing on the right
hand of God the Father. Clearly, the New Testament text reports that
Stephen claimed to see two personages, not one personage plus an othe r's glory. James Wh ite has misread th is biblical text . IS
14. Thr rarc cxceptio n to this consistency is whrn a Laner-day Saint refers to Iftity in
a tempo rarily theo retical or impersonal manner. Elder Bruce R. McConkie used th e term
god in this sense during his last confermce address. &e Bruce R. McConkie, "The Purify.
ing Power ofGelhsemane," Ensign (May 1985): 9-10.
15. Some commentators, plagued by thwlogical bias, support White's reading of the
text. See, for example, Barclay M. Newman and Eugene A. Nida, J\ 1hm slatQr's Hamlbook
011 the Acts of the Apostles ( London: United Bible Societies, 1972), l til; and Simon J.
Kistemakcr, New Testameltt Commen tary: Exposition of the Acts of the Apostles (Grand
Rapids: Baker, 1990),278-79. It is intereSling that Kistemaker does agree with the Mormons
o n one key poi nt: The co ndemna tion of the Jews came from thei r undclStanding that
Stephen was claiming to see two Gods. wh ich violated their grasp of monotheism.
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• I find it somewhat self-assuming of James White to consider
himself more informed on Mormonism than Mormons are. Thus he
writes, "Over the years I've taken to carrying various works written
by LOS General Authorities so that I can explain to Mormons what
Mormonism has taught and continues to teach" (p. 23). As I will further demonstrate, James White has much to learn from Mormons
about their religion.
• White also challenges Robinson's use of New Testament scripture to bolster the LOS belief in deification. Again, though, White is
careless. Robinson appeals to John 17:22-23 to demonstrate that true
disciples can receive the glory of God. White quotes the passage and
then writes, "Robinson uses this passage in the context of our receiving the glory of Christ and sitting upon the throne of God" (p. 16 I).
Actually, Robinson did not mention sitting upon the throne of God
in connection with John 17; Robinson got that idea from Revelation
3:21. This is a minor point, but it does underscore James White's
inattention to detail.
• At some points, White feeds his evangelical readership fal sehoods, such as this: "One of the greatest truths about God that is utterly denied by LDS theology is God's uniqueness" (p. 135, emphasis
in original). Yet Latter-day Saints would willingly and consciously repeat the testimony of a special witness of the Savior: "I testify that He
is utterly in co mparable in what He is, what He knows, what He has
accomplished, and what He has experienced."16
• A great example of bald assertion and circular reasoning occurs
when White attempts to refute Latter-day Saint use of Romans 8:15-19,
which essentially teaches that if we are heirs of salvation, we are heirs
of God and joint heirs with Christ and shall be glorified with Christ.
Kistemaker writes. "In view of their Hebrew creed Icites Deuteronomy 6:41 . Stephen no
longer teaches monotheism" (ibid., 279). For examples that support the LDS position that
Stephen saw both the Father and the Son, s« William Neil, New Century Bible: The Acts of
the Apostles (London: Marshall, Morgan and Scott. 1973), 11 7; and F. F. Bruce, Tht Acts of
the Apostles: Tht Greek Text with Introduction Imd Commentary (Grand Rapids: ferd ·
mans, 1990), 164-69.
16. Neal A. Maxwell, ~'O, Divine Redecmer:~ Ensign (Novcmbu 1981): 8. emphasis
in original.
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The argument is, "If we are joint heirs with Christ, then
we receive everyt hing Ch rist has. Since Christ is God, we receive godhood." But the passage speaks of our position as
adopted chil dren of God, not as children by nature, which
would be required if the Father/child argument is to hold up.
But on the level of receiving whatever Chr ist has, we again
sec a problem in that it assumes that Christ received Deily.
He d id not. The Son has eternally been God and did not enter into the state of being "God" at some point in time. Deity
is not a possession to be transferred to fel/ow heirs. Receiving
an inheritance does not change our being. When I receive an
inheritance, it does not change me; it only changes my status.
No matter how highly a human is exalted, he remains a lIZ/man. And so we go ba ck to the fundamental difference between Christian ity and Mormonism: Christians accept God's
statement that He has eternally been God, while Mormons
reject this or redefine it out of existence. An exalted man is
still a creature, while God is the Creator. (p. 162, emphasis in
original)
I will now give a detailed analysis of White's rhetoric. First, he has
restated th e LDS positi on fa irl y accurately; Mormons do interpret
Romans 8:15-19 to indicate that sin ce Christ is Deity and since heirs
of salvat ion will receive all that Christ has, thei r inheritance will in dude some sort of glorified, deified state of existence. However, While
errs when he claims that Latter-day Sa ints believe Christ "received"
Godhood (presumably after the resurrect ion). Unless I misunderstand his point, Latter-day Sai nts do, in fact, believe wholeheartedly
that Christ was God prior to his incarnation. I?
Then, as quoted above, White claims. "But the passage speaks of
our position as adopted children of God, not as childre n by nature,
17. Of the many references I cou ld cite, one should suffice: ~'esus was a God in the
premortal exiSience .... Jesus Christ is Ihe Son of God. He came to this earth at a foreappointed time through a royal birthright that preserved His godhood.~ Ezra Taft Benson,
11re 1rClchings of Ezru 'lillr Benson (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1988), 6-7. Any other
notion s abou t how or wh en Christ received this stalus, however true such notions may
turn out 10 be, fall within the realm of speculative theology; see n. 34 b-elow.
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which would be required if the Father/child argument is to hold up."
This is an example of bald assertion. Latter-day Saints wholeheartedly agree with White that the passage in Romans 8 refers to our being
children by adoption. No problem there. But White offers no evidence
for his position that adopted children are unable to receive what
Christ their Savior receives. If I rephrased the passage in question with
the addition of the word adopted appearing before the word children,
it would read:
The Spirit itself beareth witness with our spirit, that we
are the [adopted] children of God:
And if (adopted] children. then heirs; heirs of God, and
joint-heirs with Christ; if so be that we suffer with him, that
we may be also glorified together. (Roma ns 8:16-17)
Even when the word adopted is displayed prominently in the text. the
LDS position remains unchanged. We firmly believe that as adopted
children. th ose who are eventually exalted will be joint heirs with
Christ, will receive his glory, and will thus be deified.
White further asserts, "Deity is not a possession to be transferred to
fellow heirs." Again. White gives no evidence for this statement. Yet, as
many sou rces (both LDS and non -LDS) indicate, strong evidence
supports deification as a legitimate Christ ian doctrine. White may be
compelled to reconsider in light of the following sta tement from a
non-LDS source:
Deification (G reek theosis) is for Orthodoxy the goal of
every Christian . Man. according to the Bible, is "made in the
image and likeness of God" (cf. Gen. 1.26.). and the Fathers
common ly distinguish between these two words. The image
refers to man's reason and freedom. that which distinguishes
him from the animals and makes him kin to God, while 'likeness' refers to 'assimil ation to God through virtues' (St. lohn
of Damascus). It is possible for man to become like God, to
become deified, to become god by grace. This doctrine is
based on many passages of both OT and NT (e.g. Ps. 82 [811.6;
II Peter 104), and it is essentially the teaching both ofSt. Paul.
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though he tends to use the language of filial adoption (cf. Rom.
8.9-17; GaL 45-7), and the Fourth Gospel (cf. 17.21-23).18
White proclaims: " When 1 receive an inheritance, it does not
change me; it on ly changes my status," but he never explains what he
means by this Slatement.l-Ie then suggests crypt ica lly, "No matter how
highly a human is exalted, he remains a humon." Perhaps if White had
taken the time to define human, or even exalted human, we would be
able to foUow his point. I would also be delighted to have White clarify
the dis tin ctions he d raws between the terms human and morral. If
White is try ing to say that no matter wha t degree of exaltation a disciple obtains, that disciple will always remain subservient to God and
Christ, then Mormons would agree wholeheartedly with him. But as his
argument is currently worded, we are left to wonder what his point is.
White concludes hi s attempt to refute Latter-day Saint understanding of Romans 8: 16-17 with the following: "And so we go back
to the fundamental difference between Christ ianity and Mormonism:
Ch ristia ns accept God's statemen t that He has eternally been God,
while Mormons reject this or redefine it out of existence. An exalted
man is still a creature, wh ile God is the Creator." How this last set of
comments appl ies to the passage in Romans 8: 16-17 is not clear. I
submit that White has engaged in a non sequitur. Whether God has
eternally been God is a worthwhile topic of d iscussion but not relevant to the issues associated w ith Romans 8: 16-17. The issue under
consideration with this passage is whether being joint heirs with Christ
(and receiving his glory) implies deification; the passage has nothing
whatever to do with onto logical issues about God or the question of
God's "origins."
• (n chapte r 5, White comm its an unpardonable act by quot ing
directly from o ur sacred temple ceremony. He is aware that Latterday Saints view this action as sacrilegious. White has plenty of sticks
with which to beat the Church of Jesus Christ, but it was u nnecessary
for him to selec t this onc. By so doi ng, he fai ls to foste r the kind of

18. Symeon Lash, "'Deification,"' in The Westminster Dictionary of Christia" 11re%gy,
cd. Alan Richardson and John Bowden (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1983), 147.
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dialogue that allows for true understanding. Sadly, he makes it dea r
elsewhere in h is book that he has no inte rest in dia logue with Mormons. 19 Although we Latter-day Saints will always extend to ou r critics the invitation to engage in dialogue, White must understand that
a serious breach has occurred here.
• In his discussion of the Book of Mormon, White describes it as
"a record of the inhabitants of North America in ancient times" (p. 24).
Apparently, his grasp of even the most basic issues concerning the
Book of Mormon has not evolved all that much. 20 Informed LDS
scholars have postulated for years that the Neph ite lands were in Mesoame rica. not North America. 2 1
• On occasion, White makes statements that betray a paucity of
scholarly acumen. such as this one: "Nu merous works exis t dealing
with the Book of Mormon by way of criticism and refutation. One that
has caused quite a stir amongst defenders of Mormonism comes from
the liberal branch of Mormonism itself: New Approaches to the Book
of Mormon, Brent Lee Metcalfe, ed. (Salt Lake City: Signature Books,
1993)" (p. 230 n. 2). Really? Metcalfe's book deaJs with the Book of
Mormon both by way of criticism and refu tation? I suspect Wh ite
knows better than this. Be that as it may. anyone who has given even
a cursory glance at the Review of Books on the Book of Mormon, voL 6,
no. 1 (published by FARMS in 1994), can attest that Metcalfe's book
received a thorough trouncing. 22
19. ~ I find no biblical warrant for seeking 'dialogue' ... with the Mormon failhM
(pp. 183-84). "1 believe we should ... openly... [expose] Ihe errors of Joseph Smith and
his followers" (p. 184). ~Wedo nOI show Christian love or concern 10 muddle Ihe issues
with relativistic 'd ia.logue'~ (ibid.).
20. In my review of While's earlier ( 1990) work on Mormonism, I took him 10 lask
for displaying ineptilude on maners involving the Book of Mormon. ~ L. Ara Norwood,
~ lgnorntio Elenchi: The Dialogue That Never Was.,H Review of Boob on Ih t Book of Mormon
5 ( 199) : ) 17-54.
2 1. See John L. Sorenson, Thl Geogrnphy of Book of Mormon Events: A Source Book,
rtv. ed. (Provo. Utah: FARMS, 1992).
22. In addition 10 vol. 6, no. I ( 1994) oflhe Review ofBoohorllhe Book ofMormorl,
wh ich deal! excl usively with the Metcalfe book, several other reviews of portions of the
Metcalfe book are eq ually devasl3ti ng 10 the Iheses of some of Metcalfe's contributors. ~
espedally Ross D. Baron, review of "Book of Mormon Chrislology," by Melodie M. Charles,
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Other min or problems mar White's work as well, such as his claim
that the Book of Abraham locates God's place of habitation on a star
named Kalab (see p. 245 n. 13). his failure to correctly reference a
publication of Stephen E. Robinson (see p. 23 1 n. 26), his incorrect
title of a publication by Joseph Fielding Smith (see p. 231 n. 28), and
his error-prone, incomplete index. 2l But these are sma ll matters compa red to the main question White addresses: Is Mormonism polytheistic and therefore outside the pale of Christian orthodoxy? It is to
this central thesis of White's book that I now turn my attention.
Is Mormonism Polytheistic?
To allow White to spea k for himself. I will quote from three passages in his book to give the reader an idea of his position on the core
difference between "Mormon ism and Christianity" (his wording).
The key issue upon which Ch ristians have always agreed
is this: There is one eternal God, Creator of all things. In the
midst of all the disagreements that one can find in the early
Ch ristian writings, this is one belief that is found unive rsally.
One God, who has eternally been God, is the object of Christian worship and adoration, the object of Christian contemplation and th eological study. Not only will one find th is
confess ion made over and over again by individ ual chu rch
Fathers but the creeds all begin with the same truth. Long before the Cou ncil of Nicrea argued about how the persons of
the Trin ity. Father. Son, and Spirit, are related to one another,
one issue was settled beyo nd question: absolute. uncompromised, ontological monotheism. (p. 45, emphasis in original)
Review ofBooh 011 rhe Book of Mormon 7/ t (1995): 9[- [99; Marti n S. Tanner, review of
"Book of Mormon Chrislology>~ by Melodic M. Charles, Review of Boob Qn the Book of
MomlOll 7/2 ( 1995): 6-37. For a good overview,see the review by Kevin Christensen in
the same volume, pp. [44- 218. For a documented state of the debate. see John Wm.
Maddox, ~A Li$ling of Poinls and Countcrpoinls.~ FARMS ReviewofBoob8l 1 (1996): 1-26.
23. For example, John Widtsoe is not listed in the index, even though his name ap·
pearson pages 1[6-17. Likewise, the index lists the "King Follet Di5COurse~ only once, on
page 233, when in fact, the book cites or alludes 10 that sermon on at [fast pages 6$-76.
80,90-91,94-95,102. 113,134,144,149. 169.176,181. 183,and 209.
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Everything ultimately co mes down to a simple fact: Mormons and Ch ristians worship different Gods. We may use the
same terminology on a host of issues, but we differ all along
the line simply because we start at completely different places.
We begin with the one eternal God , while Mormons begin
with eternal matter, intelligences. and the law of eternal progression. The two systems. then, will end up differing with each
other on a basic. defmitional basis. all along the line. (p. 128)
Christianity begins with the following [sic] Jewish prayer
[Deuteronomy 6:4-6. which was actually quoted above], for
here th e God who would reveal himsel f in Jesus Christ in
Bethlehem revea led to His ancient peop le the fact th at He
alone is God. The Lord, Yahweh. is the God of Israel. Yahweh
is not a "co mmittee" of gods. so to speak. Ya hweh is one. As
the one God of Israe!. He is to be Javed with all the heart, soul,
and might. Jesus sa id thi s is the greatest com mandment.
Monotheism allows for undivided devot ion to the one true
God, and this is the command found in the Shema. the cen tral prayer of the Jewish people. God's people stood out
sharply aga inst the heat hen nat ions that surrounded them.
(p. 129)

The esse nce of White's argument is that si nce Christians have always
been mon othei sts. and sin ce Mormons are polytheists,24 Mormons
are. therefore, not Christ ians. By extension. the Mormon is no t a
brother to the Christian. White's thesis suffers from a number of defects. some of which I will describe below.
First, although White's argument reflects common assumption s
about th e rel igious history of Judaism, those assumptions are not al ways so applicable to the history of early Christianity. T he notion
that only one monolithic view of Deity has run throughout Judeo Christian history is a gross distortion. And since White has read widely
in the field. his views should have been stated more cautiously.
24. He explicitly makes that charge on pages 72. 109,125, and 182 (and implicitly
Ih roughoUl).
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One prime examp le that puts a chink in the armor of Wh ite's
thesis comes to us from the well· informed Robert M. Grant, professor of New Testament and early Ch ristianity in the Divinity School of
the University of Chicago. In a very compelling and important study
on the doctrine of God held by th e early Ch ristian church, Grant
writes as follows:
In a papyrus published in 1949 we possess a fascinating account of a "discussion of Origen with Heracl ides and the
bis hops with him . conce rnin g the Father, the Son, and the
soul." A translation of the opening pages of this discussion is
given here because it carries us into the kind of arena in
which the early patristic theological questions were often
fought OUL 2s
The translation that follows is indeed fascinating, as well as damaging to White's thesis:
Since the bishops present had raised questions about the
faith of the bishop Heraclidcs, so that in the presence of aIJ
he might acknowledge his faith, and each of them had made
remarks and had raised the question, the bishop Heraclides
sa id: "And I too believe exac liy what the divine scriptures
say: 'In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with
God, and the Word was God. He was in the beginning with
God. All things came into existence through him, and nothing
came into existence apart from him.' $0 we agree in the faith
and, furthermore, we believe that the Ch rist assumed flesh,
that he was born, that he ascended into the heavens with the
flesh in which he arose, and that he is seated at the right
hand of the Father, whence he is going to come and judge the
living and the dead, being God and man."
Origen said: "Since a debate is now beginning and one may
speak on the subject of the debate, I will speak. The whole church
25. Robert M. Grant. The Early Chri5tiarJ Doctrine of God (ChariottesviUe: University
Press of Virginia, 1966),68-09, citing the "Dialogue with Henclides."
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is here to listen. One church should not differ from another in
knowledge, since you are not the false community. I ask you,
Father Heradides. God is the almighty, the uncreated, the
supreme one who made all things. Do you agree?"
Heraclides said: "I agree; for thus I too believe."
Origen said: "Christ Jesus, who exists in the form of God,
though he is distinct from God in the form in which he existed, was he God before he entered a body or not?"
Heradides said: "He was God before."
Origen said: "He was God before he entered a body, or
not?"
Heradides said: "Yes."
Origen said: "God distinct from this God in whose form
he existed?"
Heradides said: "Obviously distinct from any other, since
he is in the form of that one who created everything."
Origen said: "Was there not a God, Son of God, the onlybegotten of God, the first-born of all creation, and do we not
devoutly say that in one sense there are two Gods and, in another, one God?"
Heradides said: "What you say is clear; but we say that
there is God, the almighty, without beginning and without
end, con taining all things but not contained, and there is his
Word, Son of the living God, God and man, through whom
all things came into existence, God in relation to the Spirit
and man in that he was born of Mary."
Origen said: "You do not seem to have answered my question. Make it clear; perhaps I did not follow you. Is the Father
God?"
Heradides said: "Certainly."
Origen said: "Is the Son distinct from the Father?"
Heradides said: "How can he be Son if he is also Father?"
Origen said: "While distin ct from the Father, is the Son
himself also God?"
Heradides said: "He himself is also God."
Origen said: "And the two Gods become one?"

W ~IITE, Is THE MORMON

My BROTHE R? (NO RWOOD ) • 151

Heradidcs said: "Yes."
Origen said: "Do we acknowledge two Gods?"
Heraclides said: "Yes; the power is one."
O rigen sa id: "But si nce our brethren arc shocked by th e
affirmation thaI there are two Gods, the subjec t must be examined with care in order to show in what respect they are
two and in what respect the two are one God."26
Thus we have here a glimpse into the early Christian chu rch on the specific topic of whether the Father and the Son can properly be thought
of as two sepa rate Gods in a Christian contex t. This glimpse st rongly
supports the position of the Church of Jesus Christ of Lauer-day Sa ints.
Second, I would also have to qualify White's thesis as it relates to
Juda ism. In a carefully written piece, La rry W. Hurtado (not a Latterday Sa int) instructs us:
I suggest th at for historica l investigation our policy shou ld
be to take people as monotheistic if that is how they describe
themselves. in spite of what we migh t be inclined to regard at
first as anomalies in thei r beliefs .... Otherwise, we implicitly
import a defin ition from the sphere of theological polemi cs
in an attempt to do historical analysis.... If we are to avoid a
priori definitions and the imposition of our own theological
judgmen ts, we have no choice but to accept as monotheism
the religion of those who profess to be mo notheists, however
much their rel igion varies and may seem "complicated" with
other beings in addition to the one God.27
Hurtado gives addit ional co unsel that applies to those who seek
to understand the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints:
If we wish to understand ancient Jewish and Christian monotheism ... if we wish to know how it operated and what it
meant, ... we should pay considerable atten tion to the way
26. Ibid.,69 70.
27. Larry W, Hurlado, "\Vhat Do We Mean by 'First·O: ntury Jew ish Monot heism'!»
in SocielY of Biblical Lileralllre 1993 Seminar Papers, cd. Eugene H. Loveri ng Jr. (Atla nta:
Scholars Press, 1993),355--56.
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their commitment to the uniqueness of one God was exhibited in their practice with regard to granting cultic veneration to other beings or figures. 28
Other beings or figures? Could these be exalted, divine, deified
beings? Is Hurtado. an eminent authority on such matters, asleep at
the wheel? I should say not. He continues:
Jews were quite willing to imagine beings who bear the divine
name within them and can be referred to by one or more of
God's titles, ... beings so endowed with divine attributes as
to be difficult to distinguish them descriptively from God.
beings who are very direct personal extensions of God's powers and sovereignty. About this, there is clear evidence. This
clothing of selVants of God with God's attributes and even his
name will seem "theologically very confusing" if we go looking for a "strict monotheism" of relatively modern distinctions of "ontological status" between God and these figures. 29
This explanation brings us to the crux of the matter before us.
Informed Latter-day Saints, when confronted with passages from
Isaiah to the effect that there is only one God (see Isaiah 43:10-11;
44:6,8; 45:5; 46:9), usually remind the critic that these Isaianic passages suggest that it is the theme of idol worship or idolatry that is
being addressed, not man's potential exaltation and deification (see
Isaiah 43:12; 44:9-10; 45:16; 46:1, 6). White understands that this is
the Mormon position (see pp. 130-32). Yet even after acknowledging
that position, White ignores its ramifications and continues to charge
Mormons with entering the realm of worship when contemplating
the doctrine of deification. Three more passages from his book will
bear this out:
God is not saying, "There are no false gods or idols other than
Me." He is the true God; He is denying the existence of any
other true Gods. any others who are worthy of worship ....
28. Ibid.
29. Ibid., 364.
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But God's purpose is plain: "There is no God besides Me."
Idolatry is inherently fool ish simply because there is no worthy object of wo rship other than the one true God. (p. 132,
emphasis in original)
God ta kes His truth ve ry se riously. This is not a matter
of theological fin ery- it is the difference between idolatry
and worship, salvation and eternal punishment. Joseph Smith
has led millions to follow "gods whom you have not known."
(p. 134)
Many Ch ristians make the grave error o f thinking that
there is no way that a system like Mormonism, replete with
its concept of God as an exalted man, could ever muster a
robust defense of its own position. And from one perspective, that is tru e, in that there is no meaningful way of defending the simple idolatry that is the LDS theology of God.
(pp.I85-86)
VVhite (a self-proclaimed expert on Mormon doctr ine) has completely misunderstood and m isstated Mormo n doctrine on the matter. Mormons in no way worship fe llow mortals who have or will become exalted beings. In the Mormon world view, worship is reserved
for God the Fa ther, through the name of God the So n, and by the
power of God the Holy Ghost. The Encyclopedia of Mormonism spells
the matter out thus: "La tter-day Saint worship is defined as com ing
unto the Father in the name of Jesus Christ, in spirit and truth ....
Worship is idolatry unless it is reverent homage and devotion to the
living God."JO A latter-day apostle has articulated it this way: "The
world encourages us to pay atte ntion to secu lar Caesars. The gospel
tells us, however, that these Caesars come and go in an hour of pomp
and show. It is God whom we should worship, and His Son, Jesus
Christ."l l Hurtado's comments in this rega rd are perfectly aligned
with Latter-day Saint doctrine:
30. Johann A. Wondra. MWorship,n in Encyclopedia of Mormonism, 4: 1596.
31. Neal A. Maxwell, "Nor My Wrll, but Thil1e"(SaJt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1988), 137.
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It is precisely with reference to worship that ancient Jewish
religious tradition most clearly distinguished the unique one
God from other beings, even those described as "divine" and
clothed with god-like attributes .... Jews seem to have been
quite ready to accommodate various divine beings. The evidence we have surveyed here shows that it is in fact in the
area of worship that we find "the decisive criterion" by which
Jews maintained the uniquen ess of God over agai nst both
idols and God's own deputies ....
To summarize this point, God's sove reignty was imagined as including many figures, some of them in quite promi ~
nent roles. There was a plurality in the operation of the di vine as characteristically described by ancient Jews. God was
distinguished from other beings most clearly in this: It is required to offer God worship; it is inappropriate to offer worship to any olher.n

To which the Latter-day Sai nt would say, "Amen and amen!"
Third. White fail s to distinguish between three interrelated topics: veneration issues. soteriological issues. and ontological issues.
Veneration issues are at the foundation of understanding Mormon
views of God. The questions in this venue include "Whom do we
worship? Whom should we worship? Is there a disparity?" Then we
look at soteriology, which raises the questions "What does it really
mean to be in a saved and exalted condition in the eternities? If we
are to become gods. does this in any way cause Latter-day Saints to
become conceited or proud?" Finally, we come to the important ontological or cosmological concerns regarding God the Father, which
include "D id God the Father ever experien ce a mortality (or second
estate) at some point in the distant past? Does believing he did in any
way cause Latter-day Saints to denigrate God?"

32. Hu rtad o, "What Do We Mean?" 356, 364, 365. For anotht""r useful discussion of
the use and misuse of th t"" term monotheism as it applies to Judaism, set"" Pt""\t""r Hayman,
«Monotht"" ism- A Misused Word in Jt""wish St ud ks?~ Journal of Jewish Studies 42/ 1
(l991): 1- 15.
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Wh ite's thesis muddles all three issues. White assumes that if
Mormons believe God the Fa ther had a past that included mortal ity,
then he must not be an ali -powerful God. He likewise implies that if
Mormons believe they can beco me like God, tha t belief must, of necessity, prod uce egotism and arrogance, as well as a low view of God.
Thus White takes for granted the idea that Mormons must be guilty
of idol worship. Non- LDS scholar Ernst W. Benz had a different understanding of the matte r:
Now, this idea of deificat ion could give rise to a misunde rstanding, namely, that it leads to a blasphemous scJfaggrandizement of man .. . . But the concep t of Imago Dei, in
the Christia n understa nd ing of the te rm , precisely does not
asp ire to awaken in ma n a consc iousness of his own divinity
but attempts to have him recogn ize the image of God in his
neighbor. 33
Fourth, White fa ils to allow for the subtle d istinctions betwee n
official Mormon doctrine and speculative theology. Speculative theology refers to inferences we make based on other accepted doct ri nes
(or even on folklore). Ideas or post ulates that fall under the realm of
speculat ive theology do not enjoy the status of bind ing doct rine;
such speculations do not reflect the normative body of accepted dogmas of the group in question. Thus. in the Roman Catholic world, the
doctr ine of trallSllbstamiarion is considered orthodox doctrine, while
ce rt ain not ions of Jesus Christ as the esc hatologica l union of time
and eternity fa ll wit hin the real m of speculative theology. To take a
Protestant example, the notion of Christ's second coming is doctrine,
but the various eschatological pos itions- amille nnial, postmillen nia!, or pre millenn ial-a re speculat ive theo logy. These views, all
based on interp retatio ns of the Bible, may be tr ue or fa lse; however,
believing one or the ot her does not ca use one to forfe it one's standing as a Ch ri stia n. Likewise, in Mormonis m, Latter-day Saints may
33. Er nst W. Benz, ~ Imago Dei: Ma n in the Image o f God,~ in Reflections 0/1 Mor·
monism: Judeo·Christillll p(lfQlle/s, ed. Truman G. Madsen (Salt Lake City: Bookcuft,
1980),217-18, emphasis in original.
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believe that the Almighty God. the Father of Jesus Christ. once experienced mortality. Yet, beyond that one assertion, no Latter-day Saint
ca n say with certainty what that mortal life consisted of. Likewise,
Latter-day Saints believe that those who inherit salvat ion in the highest sphere of the celestial kingdom will be gods. Comments that
move beyond that point fall increasingly into the realm of speculative
theology. The same could be said for the virgin birth; Mormons
agree that Jesus was sired by the Father. not by the Holy Ghost (as described in Luke I :35). Anything specificd beyond that statement concerning the exact mode of conception falls in the realm of speculative
theology. The same can be sa id for statements about Christ's marital
status. Even if it turns out that he was married (which not all Latterday Saints believe or even give much thought to), until a revelation is
received that is binding upon the church as official doctrine, any
comments in this arena are specu1ation.J~
Fifth. I have misgivings about Whitc's treatment of the doctrine
of apotheosis itself. He handles the topic throughout his book.
but the most succinct presentation is in his appendix. "TheosisBecoming a God?" Initially, White relies heavily on the writings of
another evangelical writer, G. L. Prestige. White first supplies us with
a lengthy quotation from Prestige that suggests Prestige neither accepts nor is comfortable with the doctrine of theosis (see pp. 209-10).
Using this quotation puts an evangelical spin on the doctrine that
whitewashes it to the point of nonrecognition. Turning to Prestige to
discover what the early church fathers believed about apotheosis is
akin to summoning liberal political activist James Carville to assess
the virtues of the conservative position. As I have already demonstrated by quoting from the Westminster Dictionary of Christian
Theology,35 deification is considered orthodox and not aberrant as

34. Actually, what I am calling speculative theology would more apdy ~ called theothen~ is a difference. For an interesting and useful presentation of
true speculative theology writlen by a jesuit scholar, see general ly Tibor Horvath, Eternity
,md EterllUl Life: Speculativt Thwlogy and Science in Discourse (Waterloo, Ont.: Wilfrid
Laurier Un iversity Press, 1993).

logical speculation, and

35. S« n. 18.
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White (and Prestige) would have us believe. White simply doesn't like
the doctrine and therefore turns to another like-minded schola r and
quotes him for suppo rt ; he has not given his readers a thorough or
balanced treatment. White's ow n views on the topic are summarized
here as follows:
The simple reason that LDS scholars are in error in pointing to these passages [of the early chu rch fathers who clearly
supported the idea of theosis J is that a fundamental, definitional aspect of their own beliefs is completely missing from
the faith of the early Fathers. T hat is, there is no parallel to
the LDS belief in eternal progression because the ea rly Fathers bel ieved someth ing fundamenta lly different abou t the
nature of God, making any parallel impossible. What did the
Fathers believe th at the Mormons do not? Or, what do the
Mo rmons believe that the early Ch ristians did not? The answer is simple: The early Christians believed that God had always been God, and they did riot bel ieve that God had once
been a man who lived on another planet and progressed to
godhood. (p. 208, emphasis in original)
And there you have it. President Lorenzo Snow's couplcl ("As
man now is. God once was. As God now is, man may become") is weUknown in LDS circles. However, White seems to reason that since the
early Ch ristia ns did not believe in the first half of the couplet, they
must not have bel ieved in nor mentioned the concept summarized in
the second half (even though the early Christians did. in fact, believe
it).l would venture to say that while the first part of the couplet is
dearly the more difficult doctrine, it becomes logicaHy palatable
when one first embraces the second parI of the co uple t. In o ther
words, if the doctrine of apotheosis is true, if it is possible for mankind, in the etern ities. to rise to the stat us of deity, one can log ically
concl ude that God the Father might himself have gone through that
same process. Alternatively, if it is possible for Jesus Christ to become
incarnate and experience mortality and if he cla imed the Father as his
model in all things, again, one can logically conclude that God the
Father did himself go through a similar process.
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White continues: "If one is going to parallel theosis with eternal
progression, one must be able to demonstrate that the same Fathers
who spoke of deification also spoke of God becoming God through a
process of exa1tation" (p. 218, emphasis in original). This is faulty logic.
That Mormons believe X and Y and that Mormons happen to find
support for Y with the early church fathers does not mean that Mormons must find like support for X in the early church fathers as weU.
White further asserts. "The concept of God having become a god
through a process is totally absent from the church fathers" (p. 218,
emphasis in original). Yet the notion does find support in a largely
unknown source, a text of Armenian apocryphal literature which
treats the Garden of Eden story:
When Adam departed and was walking around in the
garden, the serpent spoke to Eve and said, "Why do you taste
of all the trees, but from this one tree which is beautiful in
appearance you do not taste?" Eve said, "Because God said,
'When you eat of that tree, you shall die.'" But the serpent said,
"God has deceived you, for formerly God was man like you.
When he ate of that fruit, he attained this great glory. That is
why he told you not to eat, lest eating <it> you wou1d become
equal to God."J6
I would suspect that White would not only reject this text as nonChristian, but would also point out that the idea that God was once a
man is satanic since it comes through the voice of the serpent. This
reasoning reminds me of a cult-watcher of an earlier vintage, Walter
Martin, who used to goad LDS missionaries with a line about how
the notion that men can become gods is in the Bible. After supposedly setting up a couple of nineteen-year-old elders, Martin would
then lower the boom by citing Genesis 3:4-5 to the effect that "ye
shaH not surely die, for God doth know that in the day ye eat thereof,
36. W. Lowndes Lipscomb. The Armenian Apocryphal Adam Literature (Atlanta:
Scholars Press. 1990).262. versification omitted and paragraphing changed. I am indebted to John Tvedtnes for alerting me to this source. For a fuller treatment of this and
similar texts with commentary, see John Tvedtnes.loseph Smith and the Ancient World.
forthcoming from FARMS.
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then your eyes shall be opened and ye shall be as gods, knowing good
and evil." Ma rtin would then loudly cla im victory, inasmuch as those
are the words of the serpent, not God. Of course, Martin would consisten tly overl ook the fact th at seve ntee n verses later, the Alm igh ty
himself confi rmed that a key pa rt of wha t the serpent said in th is instance was true: "A nd the Lo rd God said, Behold, the man is beco me
as one of us. to know good and ev il" (see Genesis 3:22) . But back to
the issue of apotheosis.
White has never been very comforta ble with the idea of apotheosis, perhaps because the doctrine receives sca nt attention in his own
orthodox Baptist fait h. Al though his wrilings demonstrate his wholesale rejec tion of the doctri ne, he never really de fin es what the ea rly
ch urch fa thers mea nt by it. He never tell s his readers exactly what
constitutes the doctrine of apotheosis, just th at the doctrine couldn't
possibly comport with what the Mormons teach. This is not scholarsh ip but rhetoric. Whe n White does, on the rare occasion. agree to
discuss issues such as these with an infor med Latter-day Saint, the results arc telling.)7
Finally, I would be interested to know just how consistent White
is in label ing people as monotheist ic or polytheistic. He see ms to acknowledge on the one hand that the lit mus test is worship. yet he still
charges Mormons with polytheism even though they limit their wor~
37. Sa! the ltngt hy In ternet exchange with Professor William j. Hambli n of Brigham
Young Universi ty on the specific mea ning of john IO:}4 and Psalm 82:6 as they relate to
the idea of apotheosis, at shields-resea rch.o rglA-O_Min.htm, ·'Correspondence with
jame5 White by Dr. Willia m H a m b! i n .~ To put it bluntly, Hamblin overwhelmed White. I
forecasted JUS! such a scenario whe n I reviewed White's earlier work,l.etttrs 10 II Mormon
Elder: ~ I t wou ld have ~en much more inltreSling and balanced had the leiters ~n writlen bet ween Mr. White and an actual mem ber of the Latte r-day Saint Church wit h the
proper background, but then that wou ld change the enti re outcome of the book.~ l. Ara
No rwood, review of Luras to a Mormon Elder, by JamtS Whi tt, Rcvitw of Books 011 the
Book of Mormon 5 (1993): 320. And LDS studies on the doctrine of apothrosis contin ue
10 be mo re defined and compelling. Fo r the defi nitive work thus far on this topic from an
LDS perspective, set Daniel C. Peterson, ~· Ye Arc Gods': Psalm 82 an d Jo hn 10 as WitneSStS to the Divine Nature of Humankind," in The Disciple as Scholar: Essays 011 Scripture
and the Ancitllf World in Honor of Richard Uoyd Anderson, cd. Stephen D. Ricks, Donald
W. Parry, an d Andrew H. Hedges ( Provo, Utah: FARMS, 2000), 471- 594.
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ship to the Almighty. In other passages, White seems to imply that it
doesn't really matter if you worship the one true God---even an awareness of other gods (void of worship) renders one a polytheist. If that
is the case, I would be interested in how White would label someone
who did not worship the one true God but did believe in his existence
as the only divine Being in all of crea tion. Would that ind ividual, devoid of any desire to worship the Almighty but aware of his existence
as the only Supreme Being in the cosmos, be considered a monotheist?
If not, by what criteria could White possibly deny such a person the
label?
Tolerance for the Beliefs of Others
One additional element that I have found in lames vVhite's book
should also be addressed-the issue of bigotry. I think books of this
type engender a number of unfortunate results, some of which are all
too often overlooked by their authors. Although James White may
mean well in his efforts, his book contains a number of elements that
could be destructive far beyond the level his rhetoric calls for.
The first thing that stands out in this regard is the very title of
the book. White has claimed no responsibility for the title but has instead laid the responsibility for it at the feet of the publisher. Yet it is
hard to swaUow that explanation, for the question Is the Mormon My
Brother? appears throughout the text in key places, demonstrating
that the question in the title represents the theme of the book. He
asks the question on pages 20, 22,106, and 168. ln chapter 10 White
brings the question to a climactic resolution. (As might be expected,
White's answer to the question is a resounding "No!")
Thankfully, White does seem to understand the implications of
what he is saying and how it may be construed by his fellow believersmany of whom, as White describes them in the first chapter, view
Mormonism as the "very embodiment of evil itself" (p. 17). Thus he
writes, "The question ['Is the Mormon my brother?'] is not asked on
the level of common humanity-is the Mormon a fellow human being, a fellow image bearer of God? The answer to that would obvi-
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ously be yes, of course. All humans are related to onc another in that
se nse" (p. 168). (Governor Boggs woul d not have been so gracious.)
With a book like this, I have often found it usefu l to ask "What
then?" questions. In other words, once the conclusion is reached that
"t he Mormon is not thc brother to the Ch ri stian" because of beliefs
the Mormon mayor may no t hold , I like to cla ri fy that const ruct.
Wha t then? What should the "Christian" do about that? White thinks
th at the proper solution is to " love" the Mormon people. And the
way White feels he ca n best demonstrate that love is appa rently to re~
fute and expose them. "An d so in part I write out of love for the LDS
people" (p. 168).
Fu rther, beca use we believe differently about th e nature of God,
White feels he cannot pray alongside a Latter-day Sain t:
I know th at I personally have been reminded , through
working on this text, of the importance of Christ ian worship
and the high privilege I have to regularly engage in the corporatc worship of God by His people. It is a wonderful gift of
grace to be able to join together with like-minded people and
worship God in spir it and in truth . I am reminded that we
are praying to the same God, who is powerfu l to save and to
answer prayer. I ca nnot so pray with a Mormon pe rson. We
are worshipping different gods. (p. 170, emphasis in original)
White's ant ipathy toward the Church of Jesus Christ may lead to
so me interes ting, if not unfortun ate, policies. Early in the book he
poses these questions: "Can I have fellowship with a Mo rm on as a
fellow 'Christian'? Can 1 lead my chu rch in cooperative efforts with
Mormons in, say, a food or clothing drive? And what of cooperatio n
on moral issues like abortion or homosexuality?" (see p. 16). Although
While never explicitly answers these ques tion s, I wondered if he
would sooner allow legislation to pass supporting abortion and homosexuality than co mpro mise his "standards" and jo in forces with
Latter-day Saints in fighting a common enemy. It is oft e n said that
"my enemy's enemy is my friend." O ne would think that White would
see Mormons as all ies in counteracting social ills such as child abuse,
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pornography, prostitution, gambling, drug abuse, violent crime, abortion, and homosexuality.
By claiming that "Mormonism is not Christianity" and "is a false
religion with a false god" (p. 169), White, in one of the strangest portions of his book, seems to morally eq uate the religion of the Church
of Jesus Christ with homosexuality:
The Christ ian worships the Lord of time itself and tru sts
in His unchanging nature. His promises are su re and everlasting beca use He is sure and eve rlasting. But what of the
perso n who rejects the true God an d embraces fal sehood ?
God mocks the false idols, but He also ha s strong words for
the person who chooses such idols. "He who chooses yo u is
an abomination." We dare not miss the meaning of the Lord
at this point. The Hebrew term that is used here is fo und elsewhere in the Old Testament. How does God view the idolater? The very same term is used of the idols themselves in
Deuteronomy 7:26: They are an abomination to God. But to
see how serious this sin is in God's eyes, realize that the very
same Hebrew word, to-eva1l, "abomination ," is used in Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13 ifl re/ereflce to homosexuality itself God
says homosexual ity is to-evah, and He says the person who
chooses a god other than the very Creator and Lord of time
itself is. likew ise, to-evah. (p. 147, emphasis in original)
Although whe n compared with the author's ea rlier attempts to
write about Mormons and Mormonism, this book shows some im provements, it is st ill replete with problems. No se rious studen t of
Mormonism (LDS or non-LDS) is likely to take such a publication
se riously. Th e meani ng and con tours of Mormonism, the nuances
and subtleties, are all missing. White's proclamations about Mormonism are filled with misleading or blatantly fal se ideas that have
calcified into orthodoxies. White is apparently not interested in becoming a ser ious and reliable voice in the ongoing dialogue between
Mormons and evangelicals. White has seriously cut corners with this
publication on Mormonism. He is clearly capable of much better
than this; it is regrettable that an individual with his energy and re-
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sources would squande r the opport unity to make a mea ningfu l co n ~
[riburion to the dialogue.

